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Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is attracting increasing interest because
of its potential for therapeutic use. While its effects have been investigated mainly with
motor and visual tasks, less is known in the auditory domain. Past tDCS studies with
auditory tasks demonstrated various behavioral outcomes, possibly due to differences
in stimulation parameters, task-induced brain activity, or taskmeasurements used in each
study. Further research, using well-validated tasks is therefore required for clarification of
behavioral effects of tDCS on the auditory system. Here, we took advantage of findings
from a prior functional magnetic resonance imaging study, which demonstrated that
the right auditory cortex is modulated during fine-grained pitch learning of microtonal
melodic patterns. Targeting the right auditory cortex with tDCS using this same task
thus allowed us to test the hypothesis that this region is causally involved in pitch
learning. Participants in the current study were trained for 3 days while wemeasured pitch
discrimination thresholds using microtonal melodies on each day using a psychophysical
staircase procedure. We administered anodal, cathodal, or sham tDCS to three groups
of participants over the right auditory cortex on the second day of training during
performance of the task. Both the sham and the cathodal groups showed the expected
significant learning effect (decreased pitch threshold) over the 3 days of training; in
contrast we observed a blocking effect of anodal tDCS on auditory pitch learning, such
that this group showed no significant change in thresholds over the 3 days. The results
support a causal role for the right auditory cortex in pitch discrimination learning.
Keywords: transcranial direct current stimulation, auditory pitch learning, pitch discrimination, consolidation,
anodal tDCS
Introduction
Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is a non-invasive technique to modulate cortical
excitability (Nitsche et al., 2008; Jacobson et al., 2012). The neurophysiological basis of this
technique comes from animal studies using direct current stimulation, which have shown that
anodal stimulation causes depolarization and cathodal stimulation causes hyperpolarization of
neurons, leading to an alteration of spontaneous neural activity (Bindman et al., 1964; Purpura and
McMurtry, 1965) not only during the stimulation, but also for hours after the end of stimulation
(Bindman et al., 1964). In humans, measurement of motor evoked potentials (MEP) revealed
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that anodal tDCS over motor cortex increases cortical excitability
and cathodal tDCS decreases it (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000;
Nitsche et al., 2003a) and that the effect can last for more
than an hour after application of the current with conventional
parameters (Nitsche and Paulus, 2001; Nitsche et al., 2003a).
At the same time, the direction of excitatory and inhibitory
effects does not depend only on the polarity, but also on neural
morphology in the affected area (Radman et al., 2009) and
current intensity (Batsikadze et al., 2013), and effects from
anodal tDCS and cathodal tDCS are not necessarily opposite
(Matsunaga et al., 2004). For the mechanism of the after-effect,
pharmacological studies have suggested involvement of NMDA
receptors and GABAergic system (Liebetanz et al., 2002; Nitsche
et al., 2003b, 2004), and several magnetic resonance spectroscopy
(MRS) studies have observed changes in GABA and glutamate
concentrations after tDCS application (Stagg et al., 2009; Clark
et al., 2011), suggesting LTP and LTD-like mechanisms.
At a behavioral level, the effect of tDCS has been observed in
learning (motor: Nitsche et al., 2003c; Boggio et al., 2006; Reis
et al., 2009; Stagg et al., 2011; Kaminski et al., 2013, visuomotor:
Antal et al., 2004; Vollmann et al., 2013, language: Flöel et al.,
2008), and in perception (tactile: Rogalewski et al., 2004, visual:
Antal et al., 2001; Costa et al., 2012). In particular, tDCS-
induced effects seem to be relevant to learning as supported
by physiological evidence obtained in an MRS study (Floyer-
Lea et al., 2006); a reduction of GABA along with performance
improvement has also been shown in a movement-tracking task.
While the studies mentioned above were done in single-session
designs and demonstrated transient tDCS effects in within-
session learning, it has also been suggested that tDCS affects
oﬄine learning and consolidation. For example, anodal tDCS
of M1 enhanced the oﬄine effect of motor learning (Reis et al.,
2009), anodal tDCS of V1 blocked overnight consolidation of a
visual contrast detection task (Peters et al., 2013), and anodal
tDCS applied over the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex enhanced
verbal working memory training (Richmond et al., 2014).
In the auditory domain, electroencephalography (EEG)
measurements demonstrated that anodal tDCS applied over
the left temporal cortex increased auditory-evoked potential
(AEP) P50 amplitudes (Zaehle et al., 2011), indicating that
the stimulation does modulate the functional response of the
auditory cortex. At a behavioral level, anodal tDCS showed an
enhancing effect and cathodal tDCS has a blocking effect on a
pitch memory task when applied over left supramarginal gyrus
(Vines et al., 2006; Schaal et al., 2013). Deterioration effects of
cathodal tDCS have also been found in a pitch detection task
with 2mA of tDCS over left and right Heschl’s gyri (HG), with
a stronger effect on the right HG (Mathys et al., 2010), as well
as in a pitch matching task with 2mA of cathodal tDCS over
inferior frontal and superior temporal cortical regions (Loui et al.,
2010). On the other hand, degradation of performance with
anodal tDCS applied over the right auditory cortex has been
reported in a pitch discrimination task (Tang and Hammond,
2013). In this study, while anodal tDCS did not interrupt within-
session learning rate, it degraded overall task performance, which
persisted at least until 24 h later. An effect of cathodal tDCS was
not assessed in this study.
According to the existing studies, polarity-specific effects of
tDCS on auditory tasks seem to vary, such that detrimental
effects on pitch manipulation tasks both from anodal tDCS
and cathodal tDCS have been reported. Possible reasons for
these diverse results in the literature could be the different
parameters of stimulation used across studies, or the wide variety
of tasks used, which are not always well-characterized in terms
of the neural substrates involved. In the current study, we took
advantage of a microtonal melody pitch discrimination learning
task that was previously used in a study by Zatorre et al.
(2012). Functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) showed
that the right auditory cortex was associated with learning to
discriminate these patterns, because activity in this area was
specifically modulated after learning. In addition, the degree to
which activity in right auditory cortex tracked pitch changes
prior to learning was found to predict individual differences in
subsequent learning. Furthermore, there is a wealth of other
evidence that the right auditory cortex is important for fine-
grained pitch processing (Zatorre, 1985; Zatorre et al., 1994;
Griffiths et al., 1999; Johnsrude et al., 2000; Patterson et al., 2002;
Brown and Martinez, 2007; Hyde et al., 2008).
Given that the right auditory cortex is well documented to be
involved in learning of fine-grained pitch patterns, the current
study targeted this region with tDCS. At the same time, there
is strong evidence that suggests that tDCS modulates neural
plasticity at a physiological level as discussed above. Thus, we
hypothesized that tDCS application over the right auditory cortex
would affect fine-grained pitch discrimination, as measured
using an adaptive staircase procedure; we specifically aimed
to assess whether performance would be changed immediately
after stimulation, implying a modulation of perceptual function,
or on subsequent days of testing, implying a modulation of
learning or consolidation. Since neuroimaging studies are mainly
correlational, an additional goal of the present study was to test
for a causal influence of tDCS over the right auditory cortex on
pitch processing. Given that the importance of polarity-specific
effect of tDCS in the literature, we also addressed whether there
is a polarity-dependent effect of tDCS in the auditory system.
However, given the variability in reported outcomes concerning
this parameter, we did not make a specific prediction as to
the directionality of the polarity effect on behavioral outcome.
To our knowledge, this is the first study addressing a polarity-




Seventy-nine participants (thirty-nine female) were recruited
from the local community. Thirty-six participants did not pass
the screening test (see Procedure Section) and one withdrew
due to skin irritation during the tDCS application. Forty-two
participants (twenty-three female) with mean age of 22.15± 3.24
years old (mean ± SD) passed the screening test and completed
all training. All participants had normal hearing, no neurological
or psychological disorders, and no history of epilepsy. All
participants had less than 6 years of formal musical training
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according to a self-reported history of musical experience. This
study was approved by the Research Ethics Board of theMontreal
Neurological Institute. All participants gave written informed
consent to participate in this study. The participants were
randomly divided into three groups of 14 people each: an anodal
tDCS group received tDCS with the anodal electrode placed over
the right temporal cortex, a cathodal tDCS group received tDCS
with the cathodal electrode placed over the right temporal cortex,
and a sham group received sham tDCS. The participants (but not
the experimenter) were blind to the stimulation conditions.
Procedure
The training was carried out on three consecutive days.
Participants performed the micromelody pitch discrimination
task (see below) during several runs of testing on each day. Each
session was separated by 23.97 h ± 0.25 [mean ± SD (h)]. On
the first day, participants were tested with three runs of the
task to measure their baseline performance, without any tDCS.
This test was also used as a screening test. As we aimed to
examine learning effects, participants who showed mean pitch
discrimination thresholds that were already smaller than 15 cents
on this test (n = 6) were not retained because there would be
no room for improvement. Also, in order to be able to measure
any deterioration effect of tDCS, participants who showed pitch
thresholds that were higher than 40 cents on the Day1 test
(n = 29) were also not retained. On the second day, participants
received tDCS while they performed the same task as on Day1.
Participants performed five task runs in total during and after the
tDCS. On the third day, participants performed five more task
runs identical to those of the other days without receiving tDCS
(Figure 1).
Stimuli
The pitch discrimination task made use of the same stimuli as
those used in a previous study (Zatorre et al., 2012). We define
micromelodies as tone patterns with pitch intervals that are
smaller than 100 cents. A cent refers to a logarithmic frequency
FIGURE 1 | Global procedure: Participants performed the same pitch
discrimination task on three consecutive days. The baseline performance
was obtained from three runs of the task on Day1. On Day2, participants were
divided into three groups and each group received either anodal, cathodal, or
sham tDCS concurrent with the task. The duration of stimulation (depicted by
colored arrows) was variable depending on the individual’s speed, but typically
encompassed the first three runs. On Day3, participants came back to
perform 5 runs of the task without tDCS, which allow us to assess possible
retention effect of tDCS on the task.
unit, such that 100 cents corresponds to one semitone, the
smallest unit of pitch change in the Western musical scale. A
single micromelody consisted of seven pure tones. Each tone was
200-ms long, with an inter-tone interval of 150ms. Therefore,
the duration of each micromelody was 2.35 s. The middle tone
(i.e., the 4th tone) of each micromelody was set to the frequency
of 250Hz; all other tones varied in frequency in relation to
this one with either zero or at most one consecutive repetition
of any given tone, and with either two or three inversions
of melodic contour (e.g., down-down-down-up-down-down-up
would contain three inversions, denoted in boldface) (Figure 2).
In the pitch discrimination task, there was an inter-stimulus
interval of 1 s between two melodies presented in each trial.
Task
The micromelody pitch discrimination task was administered
via a computer on each day for all stimulation groups. The
task consisted of a two-alternative, forced-choice procedure in
which a pair of micromelodies was presented, and participants
were required to answer whether the two items were the same
or different by clicking on a mouse button. For half the trials,
the stimuli were the same, and for the other half different.
After each trial, participants received visual feedback on whether
or not their response was correct. Each run consisted of two
concatenated staircase procedures with a “2 down-1 up” adaptive
level variation rule. The first staircase procedure was fixed in
terms of number of reversals and the latter staircase procedure
was fixed in terms of number of trials.
Each run began with a pair of 60-cent pitch interval melodies
and participants judged whether they were the same or different.
In the first staircase procedure, melodies were presented at the
following intervals: 60, 50, 40, 30, 20, 10, 5, 3, or 1-cent. After
two successive correct responses, the trial difficulty increased by
decreasing the pitch interval, and after an incorrect response,
the trial difficulty decreased by increasing the pitch interval (e.g.,
if a participant gave correct responses to two 60-cent trials in
a row, the next trial would be a 50-cent trial.) For the first 6
participants, the reversal number was fixed at 9, and for the
remaining 36 participants the reversal number was fixed at 4. We
instituted this change after initial testing to save time, and because
FIGURE 2 | Schema of a micromelody. A single micromelody consisted of
seven pure tones, each of 200ms duration with either two or three melodic
contour changes. The 4th tone was set to 250Hz; the intervals between notes
varied by between 1 and 60 cents (where cent refers to a logarithmic unit such
that 100 cents is equivalent to one semitone in the western musical scale).
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both reversal numbers were very highly correlated with the final
threshold values and therefore didn’t significantly change the
results (Figure S1 in Supplementary Material).
After the fixed number of reversals, the second staircase
procedure started continuously with the last trial of the first
staircase procedure. For the second part, the difficulty level
changed by 2 cents on each trial, and the trial number was fixed
at 30 for all participants (Figure 3). This staircase procedure
allowed us to determine a subject’s threshold in a fine-grained
manner.
The total task length and the total trial number varied across
individuals depending on how long it took to complete the
reversal number in the first part of the task. As a consequence,
on Day2, 3.02 ± 0.46 runs (mean ± SD) overlapped with an
application of tDCS, and the rest of the runs were performed after
the application of tDCS.
Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation
tDCSwas applied using DC-STIMULATOR (neuroConnGmbH,
Ilmenau, Germany). The active electrode was placed over the
right temporal cortex and the reference electrode was placed
above the left eyebrow. The active electrode was anodal for the
anode group, and cathodal for the cathode group. We used the
scalp location closest to the lateral edge of HG as a landmark
to place the active electrode. The location of the right HG was
determined using a neuronavigation system, Brainsight (Rogue
Research Inc., Montreal, Canada) with a single brain scan as a
template. Each electrode was 35 cm2 in surface area and covered
by a saline-soaked sponge. Stimulation was delivered for 20min
with 8 s of ramp-up and ramp-down phases at the beginning and
the end. The current intensity was set to 1mA for all stimulation
conditions. For the sham stimulation, the current was ramped up
to 1mA as in the active conditions, but was only kept on for 30 s,
and then ramped down.
FIGURE 3 | An example of a run in the staircase procedure. A single run
of the task consisted of two concatenated staircase procedures. In the first
staircase, a participant starts with 60-cent pair of stimuli and completes a fixed
number of reversals, either 4 or 9. In the second staircase, continuous with the
first, the task continues without change but the trial number is fixed to 30. The
threshold was determined by averaging the last 30 trials. In this example, the
threshold of this run was 29 cents.
Results
The dependent variable used was the threshold value, that is,
the smallest micromelody pitch interval, in cents, that could be
discriminated during a run. For all groups, the last 30 trials
(i.e., the trials in the second staircase procedure) of each run
were used for analysis. In the following analyses, the upper 7.5%
and the lower 7.5% of the trials were removed from all trials
collected across runs from each participant in order to reduce
any effect of outliers and thereby allow parametric statistics to
be employed. The average of the thresholds of the three blocks
on Day1 was used as a baseline value. The baseline thresholds
were compared across groups using one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and were not significantly different [F(2, 39) = 0.15,
p = 0.86], indicating that the random assignment was successful
in producing comparable groups prior to stimulation.
Thresholds of all blocks in a day for each individual were
averaged to represent a threshold for that day. The thresholds
were analyzed using two-way mixed design analysis of variance
(ANOVA) with stimulation group as between-subject variable
(anodal, cathodal, and sham), and time as within-subject variable
(Day1, Day2, and Day3). There was a significant main effect
of time [F(2, 78) = 5.19, p = 0.008], but no main effect of
stimulation group [F(2, 39) = 1.29, p = 0.29], and a marginal
interaction effect between time and stimulation group [F(4, 78) =
2.13, p = 0.085]. However, the linear trend component of this
analysis did show a significant interaction effect between time
and stimulation group [F(2, 39) = 4.20, p = 0.02], indicating
that the learning rate differed across groups (Figure 4). To
examine this effect further, we computed learning slopes for each
individual. The slope was calculated individually by computing
a linear trend line using ordinal least square, and a goodness of
fit was assessed with R-square. The mean R-square values were
0.43 ± 0.39, 0.48 ± 0.29, 0.60 ± 0.31 (mean ± SD) for the
anodal tDCS group, cathodal tDCS group, and sham tDCS group,
respectively. The average slope values were 0.86± 4.30,−3.40±
4.31, and −2.48 ± 5.37 (mean ± SD) for anodal tDCS group,
cathodal tDCS group, and sham tDCS group, respectively. The
FIGURE 4 | Mean performance as a function of time for the three
stimulation groups. Each point represents the mean threshold of all runs in 1
day for the anodal, cathodal, and sham groups. The error bars are standard
error of the mean. The anodal tDCS group did not show significant learning
effect, whereas the cathodal and sham tDCS significantly improved over time.
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slope values were compared across stimulation groups by One-
Way ANOVA and there was a significant main effect [F(2, 39) =
3.2, p = 0.05]. A post-hoc Tukey’s HSD test showed a significant
difference between the anodal and cathodal groups (p = 0.05)
and a trend toward significant difference between the anodal and
sham groups (p = 0.16), but no significant difference between
the cathodal and sham groups (p = 0.87).
In addition, a score reflecting the improvement rate of each
individual was also calculated using an average threshold of each
day as follows:
Total improvement (%) =
(Day1 threshold− Day3 threshold)
Day1 threshold
×100
This analysis rules out individual variability of the baseline, as
it normalizes for initial performance. The average improvement
rate was −10.35% ± 37.77, 22.65% ± 30.67, 19.83% ± 30.26
(mean ± SD), for the anodal, cathodal, and sham stimulation
groups, respectively. The improvement rate was compared
among stimulation groups by One-Way ANOVA. There was a
significant difference across groups [F(2, 39) = 4.3 p = 0.02].
Subsequent pairwise comparison tests, conducted using Tukey’s
HSD, indicated that there were significant differences between
the anodal and the cathodal groups (p = 0.03), as well as between
the anodal and the sham groups (p = 0.05), but there was
no significant difference between the cathodal and sham groups
(p = 0.97) (Figure 5).
Besides an overall effect of tDCS across days, we were also
interested in whether there was any difference when comparing
pitch discrimination thresholds during tDCS and immediately
FIGURE 5 | Task performance changes in each group as percentage of
improvement. The overall improvement rates were calculated by comparing
Day3 threshold to Day1 threshold in each participant, expressed as a
percentage, and then averaged across participants in each stimulation group.
The error bars are standard error of the mean. The cathodal and the sham
groups significantly improved over 3 days but the anodal group did not
improve.
after tDCS on Day2. The five blocks on Day2 were therefore
divided into “during tDCS” and “immediately after tDCS”
individually; blocks on “during tDCS” were performed with
20min of tDCS and “immediately after tDCS” were performed
after the termination of tDCS. For sham tDCS group, blocks that
were performed in the first 20min were categorized as “during
tDCS.” 3.02 ± 0.46 (mean ± SD) blocks were overlapped with
tDCS.
In order to directly assess any difference between “during
tDCS” and “immediately after tDCS,” thresholds of those
times were compared separately with paired-sample t-test
for each stimulation group. None of the groups showed
significant difference in thresholds between “during tDCS” and
“immediately after tDCS” {anodal tDCS group [t(13) = 0.23,
p = 0.82], cathodal tDCS group [t(13)= 1.15, p = 0.27], sham
tDCS group [t(13) = 0.12, p = 0.91]}.
Discussion
In this study, we demonstrated that anodal tDCS over the
right temporal cortex interrupted pitch discrimination learning,
whereas cathodal tDCS did not affect learning compared to
sham tDCS. A previous study (Zatorre et al., 2012) using the
identical stimuli and task (but tested over six sessions spread
out over 2 weeks instead of 3 days) had demonstrated that brain
activity in the right auditory cortex was modulated after learning;
specifically, it showed that the slope of blood oxygenation signal
as a function of pitch interval size decreased after learning,
suggesting that pitch information was better encoded after
training. The present findings extend these data by showing
a causal effect of stimulation on the right temporal cortex,
supporting its role in encoding fine-grained pitch information.
The fact that the sham and cathodal tDCS groups showed
significant improvement on the task over 3 days confirms that
the training procedure was effective. This finding is in line with
other studies that have shown auditory learning within a short
term (Bosnyak et al., 2007; van Wassenhove and Nagarajan,
2007). An electrode montage of the anodal electrode on the
right temporal cortex and the cathodal electrode on the left
supraorbital region has been shown to modulate auditory evoked
potentials (Zaehle et al., 2011), supporting the conclusion that
the electrode montage in our study is valid to modulate neural
activity in the auditory cortex. The principal finding that the
cathodal and sham groups showed improvement but the anodal
group did not improve or degrade was observed regardless
of statistical approaches applied, indicating that the finding is
consistent across statistical analyses and confirming the polarity-
specific effect of tDCS on pitch discrimination learning. Since
there was no difference in the comparison of “during tDCS” and
“immediately after tDCS” on Day2, we have no evidence of a
perceptual change due to tDCS application, at least under the
conditions used in the present study.
Anodal Stimulation Blocked Auditory Learning
but Not Perception
The direction of the anodal tDCS effect on our pitch
discrimination task seems to be consistent with a previous
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study using a pitch task by Tang and Hammond (2013), where
tDCS effects on pitch learning were addressed by applying
anodal tDCS over the temporal cortex. The task in Tang and
Hammond’s study was designed for a rapid within-session
learning, which was observed to be unaffected in both anodal
and sham stimulation groups while overall task performance in
the anodal stimulation group was degraded compared to the
sham group. More importantly, these authors also found that
the pitch discrimination ability of the anodal group degraded
on the following day compared to the last task block of the
stimulation day, suggesting a blocking effect of anodal tDCS on
the consolidation of learning. This finding is also in line with
our result showing that tDCS affects the consolidation of learning
rather than online learning.
On the other hand, an immediate effect of tDCS on pitch
discrimination has been reported by Mathys et al. (2010),
where 2mA tDCS was applied over the left and right temporal
cortices. The authors reported that cathodal tDCS interfered with
performance on a pitch direction discrimination task, whereas
anodal tDCS did not have any effect compared to sham. These
behavioral outcomes are inconsistent with our findings, which
could be related to differences of timing of tDCS application
and task, the current intensity, the electrode size and the task
itself. First, while Mathys et al. (2010) applied tDCS only before
the task, in our study tDCS was applied while participants
were performing the task. This difference in timing of tDCS
application seems to be crucial according to previous studies
that showed that only concurrent application of tDCS and
task enhanced task learning or increased cortical excitability
(Stagg et al., 2011; Antal et al., 2014; Gill et al., 2014; Reis
et al., 2015). In fact, it is suggested that tDCS preferentially
modulates the neural substrate that is recruited by an ongoing
activity, a phenomenon referred to as activity-selectivity of
tDCS (Reato et al., 2010; Reis and Fritsch, 2011; Ranieri et al.,
2012; for a review Bikson and Rahman, 2013). Interestingly,
Bortoletto et al. (2014) demonstrated the commonly-expected
polarity-specific effect can be even reversed by an ongoing
motor task that also modulates cortical excitability. Second,
non-linear effects of current intensity have been reported in
motor areas: measurement of MEP revealed that cathodal tDCS
at 2mA over M1 increased cortical excitability while cathodal
stimulation at 1mA decreased it (Batsikadze et al., 2013). It
is possible that there is a non-linear effect of current intensity
or current density in auditory areas, too. In fact, due to the
combination of the higher current intensity and the smaller
electrode (i.e., 2mA/16.5 cm2), even higher current density was
applied in Mathys et al. (2010) study, compared to that of ours
(i.e., 1mA/35cm2). Such differences could result in different
directions of polarity-specific effects at a behavioral level.
Contributing Factors to Effects of tDCS
Although anodal stimulation has been known to increase cortical
excitability, as shown by many studies in the past (Bindman et al.,
1964; Purpura and McMurtry, 1965; Nitsche and Paulus, 2000,
2001; Baudewig et al., 2001; Antal et al., 2003) and positive effects
with anodal stimulation have been reported at a behavioral level
(Antal et al., 2004; Boggio et al., 2006; Flöel et al., 2008; Reinhart
and Woodman, 2015), it is also known that polarity is not the
only factor that determines the effect of tDCS application.
In fact, the direction of polarity-specific tDCS effect on
multiple-day learning in healthy participants differs among
different domains: enhancing effects of anodal tDCS have been
reported in the motor domain (Reis et al., 2009) and verbal
working memory (Richmond et al., 2014), while blocking effects
have also been reported in visual (Peters et al., 2013) and
auditory domains (Tang and Hammond, 2013), as well as in
the present experiment. One reason for this variability could be
that the electrical stimulation is manifested in different ways at
the cellular level, depending on properties of neurons that are
affected, such as location, orientation, and shape. For example,
although anodal stimulation typically causes depolarization, it
can also cause hyperpolarization of neurons that are located
superficially to cortex (Purpura and McMurtry, 1965). In
addition, electrical stimulation has different effects on different
classes of cells, such as pyramidal cells and interneurons, with
the former being more sensitive (Radman et al., 2009). Finally, a
current applied parallel to a neuron can cause hyperpolarization,
but a current applied perpendicularly can have no effect or the
opposite effect (Jefferys, 1981; Bikson et al., 2004; Kabakov et al.,
2012). In our study, we placed an active electrode over the right
HG, where the cortex is folded and neural orientations are not
uniform. Therefore, predicting the net effect of tDCS on neurons
in temporal cortex and the related network is challenging at both
a physiological and a behavioral levels. Moreover, computational
models of electric field propagation suggest that a gyrus can be
affected by a highmagnitude of electric field according to how the
cerebrospinal fluid, which is the most conductive tissue under the
skull, flows into gyri (Wagner et al., 2007; Datta et al., 2009). This
anatomical property adds an additional complexity for predicting
tDCS effects.
Learning and tDCS
Regardless of the direction of effect from anodal tDCS, it seems
to be consistent that tDCS has an influence on task learning
and its consolidation across domains, such as motor, visuomotor,
visual, language, and memory (Antal et al., 2004; Flöel et al.,
2008; Reis et al., 2009; Peters et al., 2013; Richmond et al.,
2014). These behavioral effects are supported by MRS studies
that confirmed changes in concentrations of neurotransmitters
and their receptors during and after tDCS application: anodal
tDCS reduces GABA (Nitsche et al., 2004; Stagg et al., 2009,
2011) and cathodal tDCS reduces glutamate (Nitsche et al., 2004;
Stagg et al., 2009). Pharmacological studies also suggested that the
after-effect of tDCS is NMDA-dependent (Liebetanz et al., 2002;
Nitsche et al., 2003b; Monte-Silva et al., 2013). This evidence
suggests that the tDCS mechanism involves an LTP-like effect for
learning. In the auditory domain, however, there is no report so
far that assessed changes in neurotransmitter levels during/after
tDCS of auditory cortex. Yet it is possible that the mechanism of
how tDCS affects learning is shared among domains. Although
the alteration of neurotransmitter levels may not be the only
underlying factor of the behavioral change—in fact, homeostatic
plasticity and metaplasticity also seem to be relevant to tDCS
effects (Siebner et al., 2004; Lang et al., 2007; Nitsche et al., 2007;
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Kuo et al., 2008; Stagg et al., 2011)—the physiological effects of
tDCS in the auditory learning will need to be addressed further
in the future.
Limitations
In order to account for other cognitive factors that could affect
task performance, such as working memory and attention, it will
be necessary in the future to add a control task condition to assess
task specificity. We would predict that a learning task not based
on fine-grained pitch differences would not be affected by tDCS
applied over the right auditory cortex. The previous fMRI study
by Zatorre et al. (2012) demonstrated that the right auditory
cortex was modulated in the micromelody pitch discrimination
task, and this study strongly supports our assumption that the
placement of anodal electrode over the right temporal cortex
was effective to stimulate right auditory cortex, and hence that
the observed behavioral change was due to interference with the
function of the right auditory and surrounding areas. At the
same time, considering the large electrode size (5× 7cm) relative
to the size of auditory cortex and past modeling studies that
have shown tDCS current has diffuse effect (Datta et al., 2009;
Bikson et al., 2012; Miranda et al., 2013; Ruffini et al., 2014),
we do not presume that the stimulation affected specifically
only the right auditory cortex. Future studies will also have to
compare stimulation of right auditory cortex with other control
regions to determine the regional specificity of the effect; in
particular, comparison of right and left stimulation sites will be
important to confirm the hemispheric differences predicted from
the fMRI literature. Finally, another limitation to keep in mind
is that several brain imaging studies have shown that tDCS can
also influence remote brain regions beyond the stimulation site
(Lang et al., 2005; Kwon et al., 2008). Such limitations apply
also to transcranial magnetic stimulation, which when applied
over the right HG caused remote effects on brain activity on the
contralateral homolog left HG (Andoh and Zatorre, 2013). Thus,
future experiments will benefit not only from control conditions
and stimulation sites, but may also need to document the changes
in activity patterns induced by tDCS using other methods, such
as fMRI and EEG for example.
Conclusion
The present study showed that anodal tDCS applied over the
right auditory cortex has a causal effect on auditory pitch
discrimination learning. As opposed to many studies showing
enhancing effect of tDCS, our results showed a blocking
effect of anodal tDCS applied over rHG on pitch learning,
suggesting that tDCS effects are not identical across domains
at a behavioral level. Although tDCS is often proposed as a
tool for neural enhancement, a better understanding of its
underlying mechanism is still needed before further application.
Further research will be necessary to establish the site and task
specify of the effect. In addition, the stimulation parameters and
details of task and stimulation application have to be carefully
considered.
Acknowledgments
This study was supported by an internal studentship fromMcGill
University Faculty of Medicine to RM; by an ACN Exchange
Network grant to JA; by an infrastructure grant from the Canada
Fund for Innovation, and by an operating grant from the
Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council to RZ; and
by funds from the Fonds de Recherche du Québec Nature et
technologies/Société et culture via its funding of the Centre for
Research on Brain, Language, and Music.
Supplementary Material
The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fnins.
2015.00174/abstract
Figure S1 | Comparison between runs with 9 reversals and runs with
4 reversals. The correlation between the average threshold, which is
used in the analysis, and the pitch discrimination difficulty reached at the
last trial of the first staircase was assessed. The correlations were highly
significant in both groups. Therefore, whether the number of reversals is 9
or 4 in the first staircase does not make a significant difference in the
final threshold.
References
Andoh, J., and Zatorre, R. J. (2013). Mapping interhemispheric connectivity
using functional MRI after transcranial magnetic stimulation on the human
auditory cortex. Neuroimage 79, 162–171. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.
04.078
Antal, A., Ambrus, G. G., and Chaieb, L. (2014). Towards unravelling reading-
related modulations of tDCS-induced neuroplasticity in the human visual
cortex. Cogn. Sci. 5, 642. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00642
Antal, A., Kincses, T. Z., Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2003). Manipulation of
phosphene thresholds by transcranial direct current stimulation in man. Exp.
Brain Res. 150, 375–378. doi: 10.1007/s00221-003-1459-8
Antal, A., Nitsche, M. A., Kincses, T. Z., Kruse, W., Hoffmann, K. P., and Paulus,
W. (2004). Facilitation of visuo−motor learning by transcranial direct current
stimulation of the motor and extrastriate visual areas in humans. Eur. J.
Neurosci. 19, 2888–2892. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2004.03367.x
Antal, A., Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2001). External modulation of visual
perception in humans. Neuroreport 2, 3553–3555. doi: 10.1097/00001756-
200111160-00036
Batsikadze, G., Moliadze, V., Paulus, W., Kuo, M. F., and Nitsche, M. A. (2013).
Partially non-linear stimulation intensity-dependent effects of direct current
stimulation on motor cortex excitability in humans. J. Physiol. 591, 1987–2000.
doi: 10.1113/jphysiol.2012.249730
Baudewig, J., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., and Frahm, J. (2001). Regional
modulation of BOLD MRI responses to human sensorimotor activation
by transcranial direct current stimulation. Magnetic Resonance in
Medicine, 45, 196–201. doi: 10.1002/1522-2594(200102)45:2<196::AID-
MRM1026>3.0.CO;2-1
Bikson, M., Inoue, M., Akiyama, H., Deans, J. K., Fox, J. E., Miyakawa,
H., et al. (2004). Effects of uniform extracellular DC electric fields on
excitability in rat hippocampal slices in vitro. J. Physiol. 557, 175–190. doi:
10.1113/jphysiol.2003.055772
Bikson,M., and Rahman, A. (2013). Origins of specificity during tDCS: anatomical,
activity-selective, and input-biasmechanisms. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:688. doi:
10.3389/fnhum.2013.00688
Bikson, M., Rahman, A., and Datta, A. (2012). Computational models of
transcranial direct current stimulation. Clin. EEG Neurosci. 43, 176–183. doi:
10.1177/1550059412445138
Frontiers in Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org 7 May 2015 | Volume 9 | Article 174
Matsushita et al. tDCS and auditory learning
Bindman, L. J., Lippold, O. C., and Redfearn, W. T. (1964). The action of brief
polarizing currents on the cerebral cortex of the rat (1) during current flow and
(2) in the production of long-lasting after-effects. J. Physiol. 172, 369–382.
Boggio, P. S., Castro, L. O., Savagim, E. A., Braite, R., Cruz, V. C., Rocha, R.
R., et al. (2006). Enhancement of non-dominant hand motor function by
anodal transcranial direct current stimulation.Neurosci. Lett. 404, 232–236. doi:
10.1016/j.neulet.2006.05.051
Bortoletto, M., Pellicciari, M. C., Rodella, C., and Miniussi, C. (2014). The
interaction with task-induced activity is more important than polarization: a
tDCS study. Brain Stimul. 8, 269–276. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2014.11.006
Bosnyak, D. J., Gander, P. E., and Roberts, L. E. (2007). Does auditory
discrimination training modify representations in both primary and secondary
auditory cortex? Int. Congr. Ser. 1300, 25–28. doi: 10.1016/j.ics.2006.12.040
Brown, S., and Martinez, M. J. (2007). Activation of premotor vocal areas
during musical discrimination. Brain Cogn. 63, 59–69. doi: 10.1016/S0896-
6273(02)01060-7
Clark, V. P., Coffman, B. A., Trumbo, M. C., and Gasparovic, C. (2011).
Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) produces localized and specific
alterations in neurochemistry: a 1H magnetic resonance spectroscopy study.
Neurosci. Lett. 500, 67–71. doi:10.1016/j.neulet.2011.05.244
Costa, T. L., Nagy, B. V., Barboni, M. T., Boggio, P. S., and Ventura, D.
F. (2012). Transcranial direct current stimulation modulates human color
discrimination in a pathway-specific manner. Front. Psychiatry 3:78. doi:
10.3389/fpsyt.2012.00078
Datta, A., Bansal, V., Diaz, J., Patel, J., Reato, D., and Bikson, M. (2009). Gyri-
precise head model of transcranial direct current stimulation: improved spatial
focality using a ring electrode versus conventional rectangular pad. Brain
Stimul. 2, 201–207. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2009.03.005
Flöel, A., Rösser, N., Michka, O., Knecht, S., and Breitenstein, C. (2008).
Noninvasive brain stimulation improves language learning. J. Cogn. Neurosci.
20, 1415–1422. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2008.20098
Floyer-Lea, A., Wylezinska, M., Kincses, T., and Matthews, P. M. (2006). Rapid
modulation of GABA concentration in human sensorimotor cortex during
motor learning. J. Neurophysiol. 95, 1639–1644. doi: 10.1152/jn.00346.2005
Gill, J., Shah-Basak, P. P., and Hamilton, R. (2014). It’s the thought that counts:
examining the task-dependent effects of transcranial direct current stimulation
on executive function. Brain Stimul. 8, 253–259. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2014.10.018
Griffiths, T. D., Johnsrude, I., Dean, J. L., and Green, G. G. (1999). A common
neural substrate for the analysis of pitch and duration pattern in segmented
sound? Neuroreport 10, 3825–3830. doi: 10.1097/00001756-199912160-00019
Hyde, K. L., Peretz, I., and Zatorre, R. J. (2008). Evidence for the role of the right
auditory cortex in fine pitch resolution. Neuropsychologia 46, 632–639. doi:
10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.09.004
Jacobson, L., Koslowsky,M., and Lavidor, M. (2012). tDCS polarity effects inmotor
and cognitive domains: a meta-analytical review. Exp. Brain Res. 216, 1–10. doi:
10.1007/s00221-011-2891-9
Jefferys, J. G. (1981). Influence of electric fields on the excitability of granule
cells in guinea-pig hippocampal slices. J. Physiol. 319, 143–152. doi:
10.1113/jphysiol.1981.sp013897
Johnsrude, I. S., Penhune, V. B., and Zatorre, R. J. (2000). Functional specificity
in the right human auditory cortex for perceiving pitch direction. Brain 123,
155–163. doi: 10.1093/brain/123.1.155
Kabakov, A. Y., Muller, P. A., Pascual-Leone, A., Jensen, F. E., and Rotenberg, A.
(2012). Contribution of axonal orientation to pathway-dependent modulation
of excitatory transmission by direct current stimulation in isolated rat
hippocampus. J. Neurophysiol. 107, 1881–1889. doi: 10.1152/jn.00715.2011
Kaminski, E., Hoff, M., Sehm, B., Taubert, M., Conde, V., Steele, C. J.,
et al. (2013). Effect of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) during
complex whole body motor skill learning. Neurosci. Lett. 552, 76–80. doi:
10.1016/j.neulet.2013.07.034
Kuo, M. F., Unger, M., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N., Tergau, F., Paulus, W., et al.
(2008). Limited impact of homeostatic plasticity on motor learning in humans.
Neuropsychologia 46, 2122–2128. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2008.02.023
Kwon, Y. H., Ko, M. H., Ahn, S. H., Kim, Y. H., Song, J. C., Lee, C. H., et al. (2008).
Primary motor cortex activation by transcranial direct current stimulation in
the human brain. Neurosci. Lett. 435, 56–59. doi: 10.1016/j.neulet.2008.02.012
Lang, N., Siebner, H. R., Chadaide, Z., Boros, K., Nitsche, M. A., Rothwell, J. C.,
et al. (2007). Bidirectional modulation of primary visual cortex excitability: a
combined tDCS and rTMS study. Invest. Ophthalmol. Vis. Sci. 48, 5782–5787.
doi: 10.1167/iovs.07-0706
Lang, N., Siebner, H. R., Ward, N. S., Lee, L., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., et al.
(2005). How does transcranial DC stimulation of the primarymotor cortex alter
regional neuronal activity in the human brain? Eur. J. Neurosci. 22, 495–504.
doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2005.04233.x
Liebetanz, D., Nitsche, M. A., Tergau, F., and Paulus, W. (2002). Pharmacological
approach to the mechanisms of transcranial DC-stimulation-induced after-
effects of human motor cortex excitability. Brain 125, 2238–2247. doi:
10.1093/brain/awf238
Loui, P., Hohmann, A., and Schlaug, G. (2010). Inducing disorders in pitch
perception and production: a reverse-engineering approach. Proc.Meet. Acoust.
9, 50002. doi: 10.1121/1.3431713
Mathys, C., Loui, P., Zheng, X., and Schlaug, G. (2010). Non-invasive brain
stimulation applied to Heschl’s gyrus modulates pitch discrimination. Front.
Psychol. 1:193. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00193
Matsunaga, K., Nitsche, M. A., Tsuji, S., and Rothwell, J. C. (2004). Effect of
transcranial DC sensorimotor cortex stimulation on somatosensory evoked
potentials in humans. Clin. Neurophysiol. 115, 456–460. doi: 10.1016/S1388-
2457(03)00362-6
Miranda, P. C., Mekonnen, A., Salvador, R., and Ruffini, G. (2013). The electric
field in the cortex during transcranial current stimulation. Neuroimage 70,
48–58. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.12.034
Monte-Silva, K., Kuo, M. F., Hessenthaler, S., Fresnoza, S., Liebetanz, D., Paulus,
W., et al. (2013). Induction of late LTP-like plasticity in the human motor
cortex by repeated non-invasive brain stimulation. Brain Stimul. 6, 424–432.
doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2012.04.011
Nitsche, M. A., Cohen, L., Wassermann, E., Priori, A., Lang, N., Antal, A., et al.
(2008). Transcranial direct current stimulation: state of the art 2008. Brain
Stimul. 1, 206–223. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2008.06.004
Nitsche, M. A., Fricke, K., Henschke, U., Schlitterlau, A., Liebetanz, D., Lang,
N., et al. (2003b). Pharmacological modulation of cortical excitability shifts
induced by transcranial direct current stimulation in humans. J. Physiol. (Lond)
533, 293–301. doi: 10.1113/jphysiol.2003.049916
Nitsche,M. A., Liebetanz, D., Schlitterlau, A., Henschke, U., Fricke, K., Frommann,
K., et al. (2004). GABAergic modulation of DC stimulation-induced motor
cortex excitability shifts in humans. Eur. J. Neurosci. 19, 2720–2726. doi:
10.1111/j.0953-816X.2004.03398.x
Nitsche, M. A., Nitsche, M. S., Klein, C. C., Tergau, F., Rothwell, J. C., and
Paulus, W. (2003a). Level of action of cathodal DC polarisation induced
inhibition of the human motor cortex. Clin. Neurophysiol. 114, 600–604. doi:
10.1016/S1388-2457(02)00412-1
Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2000). Excitability changes induced in the human
motor cortex by weak transcranial direct current stimulation. J. Physiol. 527,
633–639. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7793.2000.t01-1-00633.x
Nitsche, M. A., Roth, A., Kuo, M. F., Fischer, A. K., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N.,
et al. (2007). Timing-dependent modulation of associative plasticity by general
network excitability in the humanmotor cortex. J. Neurosci. 27, 3807–3812. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5348-06.2007
Nitsche, M. A., Schauenburg, A., Lang, N., Liebetanz, D., Exner, C., Paulus,
W., et al. (2003c). Facilitation of implicit motor learning by weak
transcranial direct current stimulation of the primary motor cortex in
the human. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 15, 619–626. doi: 10.1162/08989290332
1662994
Nitsche, M., and Paulus, W. (2001). Sustained excitability elevations induced by
transcranial DCmotor cortex stimulation in humans.Neurology 57, 1899–1901.
doi: 10.1212/WNL.57.10.1899
Patterson, R. D., Uppenkamp, S., Johnsrude, I. S., and Griffiths, T. D. (2002).
The processing of temporal pitch and melody information in auditory cortex.
Neuron 36, 767–776. doi: 10.1016/S0896-6273(02)01060-7
Peters, M. A. K., Thompson, B., Merabet, L. B., Wu, A. D., and Shams, L.
(2013). Anodal tDCS to V1 blocks visual perceptual learning consolidation.
Neuropsychologia 51, 1234–1239. doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2013.03.013
Purpura, D. P., and McMurtry, J. G. (1965). Intracellular activities and evoked
potential changes during polarization of motor cortex. J. Neurophysiol. 28,
166–185.
Radman, T., Ramos, R. L., Brumberg, J. C., and Bikson, M. (2009). Role
of cortical cell type and morphology in subthreshold and suprathreshold
Frontiers in Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org 8 May 2015 | Volume 9 | Article 174
Matsushita et al. tDCS and auditory learning
uniform electric field stimulation in vitro. Brain Stimul. 2, 215–228. doi:
10.1016/j.brs.2009.03.007
Ranieri, F., Podda, M. V., Riccardi, E., Frisullo, G., Dileone, M., Profice, P.,
et al. (2012). Modulation of Ltp at rat hippocampal Ca3-Ca1 synapses
by direct current stimulation. J. Neurophysiol. 107, 1868–1880. doi:
10.1152/jn.00319.2011
Reato, D., Rahman, A., Bikson,M., and Parra, L. C. (2010). Low- intensity electrical
stimulation affects network dynamics by modulating population rate and spike
timing. J. Neurosci. 30, 15067–15079. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2059-10.2010
Reinhart, R. M., and Woodman, G. F. (2015). Enhancing long-term memory with
stimulation tunes visual attention in one trial. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 112,
625–630. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1417259112
Reis, J., Fischer, J. T., Prichard, G., Weiller, C., Cohen, L. G., and Fritsch, B. (2015).
Time-but not sleep-dependent consolidation of tDCS-enhanced visuomotor
skills. Cereb. Cortex 25, 109–117. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bht208
Reis, J., and Fritsch, B. (2011). Mod- ulation of motor performance and motor
learning by transcra- nial direct current stimulation. Curr. Opin. Neurol. 24,
590–596. doi: 10.1097/WCO.0b013e32834c3db0
Reis, J., Schambra, H. M., Cohen, L. G., Buch, E. R., Fritsch, B., Zarahn, E., et al.
(2009). Noninvasive cortical stimulation enhances motor skill acquisition over
multiple days through an effect on consolidation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.
106, 1590–1595. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0805413106
Richmond, L. L., Wolk, D., Chein, J., and Olson, I. R. (2014). Transcranial direct
current stimulation enhances verbal working memory training performance
over time and near transfer outcomes. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 26, 2443–2454. doi:
10.1162/jocn_a_00657
Rogalewski, A., Breitenstein, C., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., and Knecht, S.
(2004). Transcranial direct current stimulation disrupts tactile perception. Eur.
J. Neurosci. 20, 313–316. doi: 10.1111/j.0953-816X.2004.03450.x
Ruffini, G., Fox, M. D., Ripolles, O., Miranda, P. C., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2014).
Optimization of multifocal transcranial current stimulation for weighted
cortical pattern targeting from realistic modeling of electric fields. Neuroimage
89, 216–225. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.12.002
Schaal, N. K., Williamson, V. J., and Banissy, M. J. (2013). Anodal transcranial
direct current stimulation over the supramarginal gyrus facilitates pitch
memory. Eur. J. Neurosci. 38, 3513–3518. doi: 10.1111/ejn.12344
Siebner, H. R., Lang, N., Rizzo, V., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., Lemon, R.
N., et al. (2004). Preconditioning of low-frequency repetitive transcranial
magnetic stimulation with transcranial direct current stimulation: evidence for
homeostatic plasticity in the human motor cortex. J. Neurosci. 24, 3379–3385.
doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5316-03.2004
Stagg, C. J., Best, J. G., Stephenson, M. C., O’Shea, J., Wylezinska, M.,
Kincses, Z. T., et al. (2009). Polarity-sensitive modulation of cortical
neurotransmitters by transcranial stimulation. J. Neurosci. 29, 5202–5206. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4432-08.2009
Stagg, C. J., Jayaram, G., Pastor, D., Kincses, Z. T., Matthews, P. M., and Johansen-
Berg, H. (2011). Polarity and timing-dependent effects of transcranial direct
current stimulation in explicit motor learning. Neuropsychologia 49, 800–804.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2011.02.009
Tang, M. F., and Hammond, G. R. (2013). Anodal transcranial direct current
stimulation over auditory cortex degrades frequency discrimination by
affecting temporal, but not place, coding. Eur. J. Neurosci. 38, 2802–2811. doi:
10.1111/ejn.12280
van Wassenhove, V., and Nagarajan, S. S. (2007). Auditory cortical plasticity
in learning to discriminate modulation rate. J. Neurosci. 27, 2663–2672. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4844-06.2007
Vines, B. W., Schnider, N. M., and Schlaug, G. (2006). Testing for
causality with transcranial direct current stimulation: pitch memory
and the left supramarginal gyrus. Neuroreport 17, 1047–1050. doi:
10.1097/01.wnr.0000223396.05070.a2
Vollmann, H., Conde, V., Sewerin, S., Taubert, M., Sehm, B., Witte, O. W.,
et al. (2013). Anodal transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) over
supplementary motor area (SMA) but not pre-SMA promotes short-term
visuomotor learning. Brain Stimul. 6, 101–107. doi:10.1016/j.brs.2012.03.018
Wagner, T., Fregni, F., Fecteau, S., Grodzinsky, A., Zahn, M., and
Pascual-Leone, A. (2007). Transcranial direct current stimulation: a
computer-based human model study. Neuroimage 35, 1113–1124. doi:
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.01.027
Zaehle, T., Beretta, M., Jäncke, L., Herrmann, C. S., and Sandmann, P. (2011).
Excitability changes induced in the human auditory cortex by transcranial
direct current stimulation: direct electrophysiological evidence. Exp. Brain Res.
215, 135–140. doi: 10.1007/s00221-011-2879-5
Zatorre, R. J. (1985). Discrimination and recognition of tonal melodies after
unilateral cerebral excisions. Neuropsychologia 23, 31–41.
Zatorre, R. J., Delhommeau, K., and Zarate, J. M. (2012). Modulation of auditory
cortex response to pitch variation following training with microtonal melodies.
Front Psychol. 3:544. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00544
Zatorre, R. J., Evans, A. C., and Meyer, E. (1994). Neural mechanisms underlying
melodic perception and memory for pitch. J. Neurosci. 14, 1908–1919.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Copyright © 2015 Matsushita, Andoh and Zatorre. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this
journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution
or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org 9 May 2015 | Volume 9 | Article 174
